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(Gavel sounded at 7 p.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER W LLI AMS: Let the record show t hat
this is a public hearing before the IlIlinois Environnenta
Protection Agency in the matter of Proposed |ssuance of a
Construction Permit to Uni com Power Hol di ngs, | ncorporated,
North Chicago, to Construct an Electrical Generation Facility.

Good evening, |adies and gentlenmen. Wlcone to this
hearing. M nane is John Wllianms, and |I'mthe hearing
officer for these proceedings. | wll introduce the other
menbers of the Illinois Environnental Protection Agency,
Illinois EPA, staff at the conclusion of this statenent.

This hearing is being held by the Illinois EPA s
Bureau of Air, or otherwi se called BOA Pernit Section for the
pur pose of providing an opportunity for the public to
understand and comment on the issuance of a proposed
construction pernmit to Uni com Power Hol di ngs, |ncorporated,
otherwi se called Unicom facility |ocated at
501 Foss Park Avenue, North Chicago, Illinois, to construct an
el ectrical generating facility which will include six gas
turbines used to generate
294 negawatts of electricity.

The hearing is being held under the provisions of the
Illinois EPA's "Procedures for Pernit and Cl osure Plan
Hearings," 35 Illinois Adnministrative Code, part 166. Copies
of these procedures can be obtained fromne upon request.

After the presentation by the Illinois EPA s Bureau of
Air staff, who will describe the permt, and a presentation by
Uni com and the public question period, any person who w shes
to make oral coments, that is, testify, may do so as |long as
the statenents are relevant to the issues which have been
addressed at the hearing, and they have indicated that they
wi sh to conment on their registration card.

Persons aski ng questions or making comments will
initially be limted to five mnutes until everyone who w shes
to ask questions or make conments has had a chance to speak
If you have | engthy comments to make, please subnit themin

writing before the close of the comment period, and | will



exhibits. There are also public coment forns at the
registration table for your convenience if you wish to use
these. O herwi se, coments witten on standard 8 1/2- by
11-inch paper will be acceptable.

A 30-m nute question period will be allowed after the
Il'linois EPA"s and Uni com speakers have made their
presentations. The hearing officer may linmt the nunber of
questions per person until everyone has had a chance to speak

This question period may be extended, if necessary, by the
hearing officer. Also a further question period may be
allowed after all the public coments have been made. That's
if tinme permts.

Those persons aski ng questions or nmaking comments
will, first, please state their nanme, association or
organi zation that they represent for the hearing record. And
if you are representing yourself only, you can state that you
are an interested citizen or area resident.

Questions asked of speakers nust, firstly, be franed
as a question; second, relevant to the subject presented; and
third, not repetitious. Arguing or dialogue with any speaker
will not be allowed. Questions nust be directed to the
hearing officer, that is, nyself; and I will then direct the
speaker to respond as necessary.

The Illinois EPA will listen to all relevant coments,
accept all relevant docunents or data as exhibits into the
hearing record. Once the hearing is adjourned today, | wll
hol d the hearing record open until January the 4th, the year
2000. During this time, all relevant comments, docunents or
data will be accepted and entered into the hearing record as
exhi bi ts.

Pl ease send all written coments, docunents or data to
M. Brad Frost, Conmunity Rel ations Coordinator, Illinois
Envi ronmental Protection Agency, Bureau of Air, Division of
Air Pollution Control Permit Section, 1021 North Grand Avenue
East, Post O fice Box 19506, Springfield, Illinois,

62794 -9506. And his phone nunber is area code 217-782-2113.

Hi s address appears on the hearing agenda that you probably



Witten comments need not be notarized as to the facts
asserted. It should be postmarked on or before m dnight
January the 4th, year 2000.

Copi es of the hearing agenda and public comment forns
are available for your information at the registration area.

Anyone who fills out a registration card, that is one
of these cards here -- and | hope we have all filled them out
-- will receive a copy of the Responsiveness Summary, that is
the Agency's response to public coments and final decision
when this docunent becones avail abl e.

Pl ease check the box on the registration card if you
wi sh to nake oral comments. | hope you all have

If you wish to nake oral conments but have a tine
constraint, please let the Agency staff at the registration
table know, and I will endeavor to call upon you to testify as
early as possible. Right now | have received two coments
here. And | will inquire when we call you up for conments if
anybody has a time constraint.

If you require any further information after this
hearing is over, please contact ne at tel ephone nunber
217-782-5544 or Brad Frost at 217-782-2113. The tel ephone
nunmber for anyone who is hearing inpaired, that's the TTD
nunmber, is area code 217-782-9143; and we will be glad to
assi st you.

Because a verbatimrecord of this hearing is being
made, | woul d request that you keep conversati on and noise
levels to the mnimum so that the court reporter can hear and
transcribe the proceedings. |If you have a foreign nanme or
hard to pronounce nane, please spell it for the court
reporter. And please don't take offense if the court reporter
asks you to repeat sonething that you have said. W are
trying to get an accurate record here, and her job is to make
and produce a good transcript that will accurately portray
what you have sai d.

On behal f of Director Thomas V. Skinner, the Illinois
EPA Bureau of Air staff, and nyself, | wish to thank you for

attendi ng and your participation at this hearing.



have said, ny nane is John Wllianms. |'mthe hearing officer.
And on ny right is M. Manish Patel. M. Patel. He is the
Bureau of Air Pernmit Section Permt Reviewer for this
application. And on his right is M. Chris Ronmine. He's
al so Bureau of Air Pernmit Unit, and he's the Manager of the
Uilities -- | beg your pardon -- Permt Section, Manager of
the Utilities Unit. And the gentlenan sitting at the table
there at the registration area is M. Brad Frost, and he's
the Conmunity Relations Oficer for the Bureau of Air.

At this time I"'mgoing to ask M. Chris Romaine to
make his presentation regarding the pernmt.

M. Romai ne.

MR. ROMAI NE: Good evening. | sinply want to nake two
general points as background to tonight's hearing before
turn the mcrophone over to M. Patel. M first point is we
do care about public coments. You nmay wonder why we are
hol ding a public hearing tonight to get conments since we have
al ready prepared a draft permit for the proposed project. At
a very basic level, this is the process set forth by
applicable rules. It allows public input before the Agency
takes final application or takes final action on the
application for the proposed facility. Mre fundanentally,
however, the preparation of a draft permt is inportant
because it nmeans that we have based on our review of a
particular application found that a project is entitled to a
permt. This should stinmulate input on the project from
peopl e who are concerned about it and focus public attention
on aspects of a proposed project that are within our
jurisdiction. Certainly public comments on relevant issues
can affect the nature of the pernmt that would be issued and
in a nunber of cases public conments have caused the Agency to
reevaluate its position so that an application has been
denied. The bottomIline, we care about your comments and they
can affect the outcone.

My second point, however, is to remind you that we are
a nation of laws and rules. The Illinois EPA has a very

specific role in the pernitting of the proposed facility. Qur



state and federal environnental |laws and rules. In
particular, the application we are here to discuss tonight
addresses air pollution aspects of Unicom s proposed North

Chi cago power project. That is it addresses its em ssions and
its effect on air quality. The Agency's action in this matter
is not intended to nor can it legitimately address ot her
aspects of proposed facility. It especially includes aspects
of the facility that are subject to the jurisdiction of the
City of North Chicago.

The further point | would |ike to make, therefore, is
that comments that are relevant to our role in the project is
what is inportant. So we are |ooking for coments on air
pol lution aspects of the facility if at all possible because
that's what is the subject of our jurisdiction. Wth that
background out of the way, can you take over, M. Patel.

MR. PATEL: Yes. Thank you, Chris.

Good evening, |adies and gentlenen. M nane is Manish
Patel, and | ama Pernit Engineer in the Bureau of Air. |
would like to give you a brief description of the project.

Uni com Power Hol di ngs has requested a permit for an
el ectric generation facility in North Chicago. The facility
woul d use two turbines to generate up to 78 negawatt of
electricity. Due to financial considerations, Unicom has
changed its proposal at this tine fromconstruction of six
turbines to only two turbines. The facility is designed to
function as a peaking power station to generate electricity in
the peak dermand periods and at other tinmes when other power
pl ants are not avail able due to schedul ed or unexpected
out ages.

The facility will only burn natural gas, which is the
cl eanest comercially available fuel. The em ssions of the
facility are well controlled. The nitrogen oxide em ssions
will be controlled with dry | ow NOx conmbustors or water
injection. The NOx emi ssions will be nmuch I ess than the
USEPA' s New Source Performance Standards for the turbines.

The project is not considered a nmgj or source because

of the permtted enissions of pollutants fromthis facility



are not mpjor, an air quality study is not required by
applicable rules. However, an air quality study was perforned
by the Illinois EPA because of possible public concern to
deternmine any inpacts to air quality fromthe project. The
result of the study indicated that air quality would readily
conply with ambi ent standards.

The I1linois EPA has reviewed the materials subnmitted
by the Unicom and has determ ned that the em ssions from
project will conply with applicable state and federal
st andar ds.

In closing, the Illinois EPA is proposing to grant a
construction pernit. W welconme any conments or questions
fromthe public on our proposed action. Thank you

HEARI NG OFFI CER W LLI AMS: Thank you very much, M.
Pat el .

At this time | would like to introduce the Unicom
Power Hol di ngs, | ncorporated, spokesperson, M. G egory
Martinsen. He's the vice president of Unicom M.

Marti nsen.

MR. MARTI NSEN: Good evening. Maybe | could just
describe for you who Unicom Power Holdings is to start with
because many of you may not have heard of us before. W are a
relatively new agent of Unicom Corporation, an affiliated
conpany, that was formed on the unregul ated side of Unicomnls
busi ness activities. Qur sister conpany you may be very
famliar with, Commonweal th Edi son. Commonwealth Edison is a
conpany that exists on the regul ated side of Unicom
Corporation's business activities. Unicom Power Hol di ngs was
formed relatively recently, within the | ast year or so. And
our mission is to build | east-cost power generation. And by
that | mean power production facilities that can conpete in
the new deregul at ed nar ket pl ace

The proposal that we have here before the IEPA to
grant a construction permt for a facility to be |ocated here
in North Chicago is one that we have spent a considerable
anount of tinme and effort to research and try to nake as

environnmental |y acceptabl e as possible. The downscaling of



facility would remain within conpliance with all the
requirenents, both of the | EPA and of the local community and
zoni ng.

And with that, | volunteer nyself here this evening to
answer any questions that you all may have or to address any

i ssues or other things that you mght like to raise that I'm



Comments and Questions

what are the major and npst toxic enissions that we are
putting -- going to be putting into the air?

MR. PATEL: The criteria pollutants that will be
emtted are the nitrogen oxides, that will be the highest
em ssions fromthis project. It will be close to 99 tons per
year. And then there will be carbon nonoxide enmitted, around
76 tons per year. And there will be particulate matter, under
10 tons per year will be emtted. And volatile organic
materials or VOMw Il be close to under 3 tons per year that
will be emitted fromthe project. And sulfur dioxide, SO2

em ssions, under 5 tons will be emtted.

How do these conpare to the state and federal guidelines?
mean what percentage are we tal king about here? | nean is
this 99 percent or 50 percent or 30 percent, or how close are
we to getting up to the state and federal guidelines?
VWhat M. Patel described was the enission rates, the tons per
year of emissions. That's what's com ng out of the stack
What you are really asking then is what are the effects of
em ssions and how does the air quality look. And that really
relates to the concentrations of air contaminants in the
at nrosphere. And that's where the nodeling analysis that M.
Patel referred to cones in. | guess I'mtrying to think of a
sinple way to explain it.

The contaminant that M. Patel identified as being
enitted in |argest anpbunts is nitrogen oxides. That is a
respiratory irritant in large concentrations. However, the
concentration that the USEPA has deternmined is healthful or is
the standard, the level within which they want to see the air
quality is -- it's getting technical now -- about .05 ppm on
an annual basis. That's the concentration

Based on the information and in our very conservative
nodel i ng anal ysis, this project at the worst point of inpact

woul d contribute sonething on the order of maybe one percent



notabl e effect on anbient |evels of nitrogen oxides in the air
as we understand the basis of the analysis we have perforned.

If a nore rigorous analysis was perforned, we night
find out that it's half of one percent at that point of
mexi mum i npact. And that point of maxi numinpact is right
next to the facility near the fence line. Again, it's a
conservative evaluation. It certainly does not indicate an
overall inpact on the entire community.

Qur concern about this project after having gone
through this evaluation isn't so nuch for its local inpacts,
the local inpacts do not pose any particul ar concern for
nearby residents or the city. The concern is really a broader
one, that this is another source of em ssions. W need to
know about it. W need to take it into consideration when we
do our planning to address overall emissions. 1In particular
the effect of em ssions of nitrogen oxides in form ng ozone.
And this is actually a relatively snall source of nitrogen
oxi des conpared to other electric utilities and other major
sources of NOx, but it's certainly sonething we have to
account for and have to address in our overall planning and
inventory efforts.

I guess in ternms of to provide a little bit nore
i nformation, one of the key pieces of information we do have
with us tonight is copies of our annual air quality reports.
The nearest nitrogen oxide nmonitor we have is up in Zion, but
that woul d generally be representative of the basic |evels of
air quality in this area. And again, as | said, it shows that

we are in attainnment of the NOx air quality standard.

where this plant is to be located there are sone residences in
that area. What sort of noise levels are we tal king about?

And if you could break those down into |laynen's terns as to,
you know, conpared to a train or conpared to sonething el se
that | could understand because all this decibel stuff, you
know, is only good if you can really inmagine it.

Well, | agree with you. The decibel stuff is very difficult



One of the constraints that the -- serious
constraints that we faced in comng up with the design for
this particular facility was the issue of noise. And
originally we had anticipated that we woul d construct maybe
two or three facilities within the ConkEd service territory and
that they would each be about 200 or 250 negawatts. And
think that's probably sonmething close to what was reported in
the Tribune article that first cane out about this particular
proj ect.

When the engi neering teamthat we had working on the
design of the project took a very careful |ook at sone of the
sensitive uses and sensitive points of concern in the
surroundi ng community, one of the critical issues that canme up
was the issue of noise. And as we got into the process of
nmodel ing to see what the noise inpact would be at those
sensitive receptors, the retirenent building that's very near
the train station there, as we got into that, we discovered
through the nodeling that, in fact, we probably did conply
right at the corner of that building that is closest to the
facility, but that it was marginal. The conpliance was a
theoretical one, but one that because of the vagaries of
nmodel i ng and the sort of nunmbo junbo the nodeling people go
through, we weren't sure that we would be able to reproduce in
reality.

And that was one of the reasons, frankly, that we
deci ded to downscal e the size of the facility to about one
fourth of the size that we had originally contenplated, so
that there could be absolutely no issue with respect to sound
either at the perineter of the property or at any of those
sensitive receptors that were around in the neighboring -- in
t he nei ghborhood that's adjacent to the train station

Now, this is just, you know, my best sort of
collection of listening to what 43 deci bels sounds |ike. But
the sound that's enitted fromthe facility probably is going
to be significantly less than any of the sounds that are
created by the train going by at the train station. But

that's just the way nmy ear hears it, and my hearing night not



for ne to translate it into an equival ent sound | evel that you
and | could all agree to. And that's, frankly, why we
probably arrived at decibels as a way to do that. Because
it's sonething that can be neasured and is determninable. But
what | can assure you is that the facility will be in
conpliance with all of the noise requirenents, and we believe
significantly bel ow t hem because of the downsizing that we

have done at the facility.

VWhat sort of -- And I'mtalking from experience, we have
seen, you know, people conme through North Chicago and they
have presented us with a plan. And then they cone back two
years from now and say, "You know, this isn't quite big enough
for us, now we want to go," you know, "we want to double it.
W want to triple it." Wat sort of assurances do we have
that you won't get up to those levels that you are currently
seeking and then create a problem for us after you have

al ready got a foothold three, four, five, six, ten years from
now? What can you tell us about that?

Addressing the issue of noise, | guess the sinplest way I
woul d answer it is that the noise regulations are very easy to
enforce. And we certainly have individuals in our Agency to
assi st people in enforcing the noise regulations, but it
involves sinply getting the appropriate noise neter and expert
taki ng appropriate readings. Wth that in hand, you can
initiate an enforcement action and either require a conpany to
take additional effort, pay conpensatory dameges, linit its
operation.

One of the issues that certainly is relevant for these
type of facilities is that we have different noi se standards
for daytinme and nighttine conditions, that the nighttine
conditions are designed to protect -- Basically it's the
nui sance |l evels, make sure the people can sleep wthout having
their sleep interfered with. And if necessary, you can sinply
wor k out a conprom se arrangenent that says because you can't

comply with the noise standards at night this facility has to



sure.

I know this gentleman, and | trust them and they are around;
but five or ten years fromnow they are not around. Ckay.
Sonmebody el se cones around. And even though they can neet the
noi se standards, the noise standards for that nei ghborhood may
still be too high. So they come back and they say, "Hey, |
want to put in all the power | can put in here and the
nei ghbor hood be damed.” What is nmy recourse as a city at
that point in tine? That's nmy question
Because what they are doing nowis a voluntary thing.

They are voluntarily saying, "W are dimnishing this sound
level ." And | have got a seniors building sitting right
there. And | think that this thing at -- probably at the
sound that they originally wanted mi ght have been too | oud.
And that was the original concern that | had. So now do |
have or does the City have any assurance that we can stop this
from happening five, ten years fromnow if these two gentlenen

aren't there; or there is sonebody who doesn't have the sane

sort of concerns as we do? | don't know.
MR. ROMAINE: | guess it really depends what |evel of
noi se you are concerned about. If you are concerned about

very low |l evels of noise that are in conpliance with the noise
limtations, you may have a difficult tinme. However, Illinois
has a fairly stringent set of noise regulations. And you
could enforce those at any tinme if this facility would not
conmply with them

I guess the further point, though, is that we have fairly
stringent noise standards in Illinois. These are not intended
to project the health and safety of individuals. They are
supposed to protect the confort and enjoynent of property of

i ndividuals, not interfere with their appropriate |evels of

enj oynent of outdoor activities, sleep, those sorts of
activities. And in this case, because you will be talking
about inpact on a residential dwelling, that is the |evel of

protection that this facility would have to provide; or it



corrective activities.

what is the estinmated assessed value of the property for real
estate purposes once you have conpl eted your project?
If you nmean the property specifically, the estimted val ue of

the property is about $1,200, 000.

ou are tal king about at project conpletion?

MR. MARTINSEN:. Right. At project conpletion the rea
property on the site we have estimated to be sonewhere between
6 and $8 mllion. The personal property at the site wll

probably be a total of sonmething in the 55 to $65 million

There has been sone confusion with respect to the size of the
facility, and we are concerned a little bit that the public
has not been afforded the opportunity to conpletely understand
the size differentials in that they were just recently

described to sonme fol ks, perhaps they heard it just tonight,

because the project summaries are still reflecting the |arger
facility, that being the six- turbine facility, up until |ast
week, which was the last -- | was able to see the library
version of the applications. It still reflected the |arger
facility.

I guess the comment and perhaps a question is does the

Agency feel that the information has been dissemnated to the
poi nt where the public has a conplete understanding as to what
the emissions will be fromthis facility as well as what the
size and the contenplated facility is really represented as.
One exanple is in the project sunmary we see that the NOx
eni ssions are stated as 200 and sonme tons a year. And Manish
poi nted out tonight a different nunber, that's 99 tons a year.

So we are a little bit concerned that the public be afforded
the proper opportunity to | ook at the exact application as
wel | as any anmendnents and nake those available to the public

as well. If you want to respond --



our docunents. We went out on public notice on really the
application that was put before us at that particular tine.
VWhat we see now is an application that, in fact, would be
smaller in scale fromour viewpoint with fewer em ssions,
fewer nmachines. So it's less than they have originally asked
for. Fromour perspective, that is not a significant change.
And in fact, if we had issued a pernmit for this project that
even had six turbines init, if they had cone in and sinply
built two turbines, that's sonething that we couldn't have
objected to. W are not telling them how nuch they buil d.

We woul d probably issue a pernit that they can build
up to six turbines. They have been very forthright telling us
as soon as they changed their nmind that, in fact, it was only
going to be two turbines. In that sense we are telling people
sonmet hing that gives again the worst case or the outer

envel ope of what this facility mght entail.

what can you say will be the process by which the applicant

will anmend its final permit if the final permt that's issued
by I'llinois EPA has to be changed for sone reason related to

per haps |l ocal issues or local building codes?

And | point this out because the way these are
progressing, these peaker plants versus perhaps a waste
transfer station or a landfill, is that the permt is being
i ssued sonetines or in several instances recently before the
public hearings at the local |level are concluded or in sone
cases even started. So we are sonewhat backwards fromthe
traditional siting process whereby all of the public concerns
are fleshed out and the applicant responds to those and then
goes and seeks a pernit fromthe Agency, where we are having
the reverse occurring here. Perhaps you can comment on what
the process would be for the applicant to amend this pernmt if
necessary as a result of |ocal conditions.

And | guess a very inportant point would be that our
permtting does not supersede or alter any |ocal requirenents.

So that even if our pernmt allowed sonething that was then



Chi cago, they wouldn't then still have that right because of
our permt. To that extent, if there were sone conflict of
that sort Unicomcould apply to us for appropriate revision of
the permit to reflect the limtations that North Chi cago had
proposed on the facility. W would then develop a permit that
appropriately incorporated those restrictions, provided,
however, either Unicom was accepting of themor we could link
themto the environnental |laws and rules that are our basis
for permt issuance. We might get into a situation where if
Unicomwas not willing to revise the permit that we woul d not
be able to necessarily force things that were effective under
your local jurisdiction to our permt. W have to go back to
our state Environnental Protection Act. So there could be

sone di sconnect there legally.

Mani sh tal ked about Illinois EPA s nodeling analysis that was
done with respect to this application. |Is that sonething
that's available for public review either through a FO A
request or by deposition in the library or public repository?
Yes. As a matter of fact, | have a few copies of the

anal ysis, four or five copies. So anyone interested can get

it fromne.

In that nodeling that was conducted by the Agency, was there
any site specific condition that was taken into account with
respect to the receptor that Mayor Johnson indicated, the
senior citizen hone, some of the residents. Ws that taken
into account within your nodeling?

And the second part of that, there is sone tal
structures on the Abbott property just north of this proposed
facility, and those tall structures at tines are considered in
downwash in sone of the nodeling calculations in scenarios
that were presented. |f you could just conment on whet her
site specific conditions are taken into account on that nodel,
I would appreciate it.

The nmodel i ng was done, the basic screen three nodeling. That



site specific in general concerning the worst case.

we know that there are two different turbines that were

pl anned in the original six. And it sounds like in sone of

your commrents, M. Martinsen, that's still |ooking at using
the GE npbdel which has kind of a water NOx treatnent system
that may be all owed under the pernit to be turned off during
some cold conditions. Can you maybe talk to your reasoning

why you still need those two different types of turbines, if
there is any rationale for that?

MR, MARTINSEN: Sure. Actually the mssion to build
this peaking capacity within Conmonweal th Edi son's service
territory was one that was given to Uni com Power Hol di ngs by
the corporation. And the m ssion was established as recently
as the end of August to build sone capacity that would be
avail abl e for June 1st of the year 2000. That was a very,
very, very aggressive schedule, trying to start from scratch,
find site | ocations, design facilities, purchase equipnent,
and have that equi prent nanufactured and shi pped, constructed,
concrete poured, equipnent set, piping and electrical wiring
conpl eted and be ready to turn the facilities on by June 1st
of 2000.

So in order to do that, what we did was in sone cases
we shopped around for the best equi pnment available that net
all of those timng and design constraints. [t wasn't by
choice that we necessarily ended up with one dry | ow NOx
combustor and one water-injected conbustor. It was that that
was available within the tine franmes required. And | would
freely adnit to you that if we had a better choice we probably
woul d have made it. And the fact that one of them happens to
have water injection won't preclude us fromputting dry | ow
NOx conbustors on it when conmes down to a nmjor rebuild on the
engi ne, which we probably would prefer. So the real issue was
what was available in the tinme frames required. And these
engi nes net many of the other constraints that we were | ooking

for at the time. So it was just a decision that was nmde



of a conproni se as nobst designs are

I guess originally we were | ooking at buying six turbines, so
five of the other type and five of the water type | guess was
the breakdown in the original permit. Wy not proceed with
two | guess of the original five of the dry units? |Is there a
reason, that unit was already purchased or sonething?

The primary reason for staying with the GE engi nes was because
of noise. W had purchased four Sienens Westinghouse 251
B-12s, 50-megawatt sinple-cycle generating equipnent. And we
had purchased two GE frame 6 generators that are rated at
about 38 nmegawatts each. The Sienens nmachines are terrible
for noise. The GE machines are reasonably quiet for that size
machi ne. When we ran into the noise difficulties in the

desi gn process, we opted, because we have been | ooking at a
nunber of other siting |ocations, to relocate those
West i nghouse machi nes in another |ocation that would -- that
had fewer sensitive uses around them So that the cost of
meki ng t hose engines qui eter and adapting themto a better use
made better business sense, and it made better sense in terns
of the permitting process and the inpact it would have on the
community. That's how we ended up with the two frane 6
engines. It just happened to turn out that one has a dry | ow

combustor and the other has water injection

what standard for noise are we |ooking at for this plant? |Is
there a 60 dB I evel at the property line, or what standard
woul d be within a residential setting? And then | heard a 43
deci bel level. But | think that was the actual level, was it,
that ConmEd or Unicom cane up with an actual dB |eve

cal culated for that?

for nighttime industrial noise to a residential receiver the
approxi mat e A-wei ghted average inpact that's allowable is 51
decibels. And that's roughly equivalent to the noise |evels

perhaps in a business office. It's not a |oud noise.



Unicomfacility would neet those standards is what we are
sayi ng?

MR. MARTI NSEN:  Uh- huh

That was nighttine. Could you tell us what the daytine
deci bel s woul d be?

MR. ROMAI NE: The average daytine decibel |evel was 61
decibels. M chart here is nore or |less correct, that's sort

of something -- a quiet conversational speech

But yet the public hearing is still scheduled at the origina
date. The public notice said we've seen that the application
nmeets the federal standards before you schedul ed the public
hearing. But since you don't have an application that says
two turbines, | don't know, which shell is the pea under here?
VWhat are we tal king about tonight, two, six? |Is the nodeling
conplete? And if, in fact, it had gone fromtwo to four or
two to five, what would trigger requiring a reapplication, a
rel ook at this whole thing, rescheduling the public hearing?

MR. ROMAI NE: Okay. There are a couple of questions
in there. | hope | can cover themin pretty good order. The
nodel i ng analysis is not a required el enent of our review W
did this to address potential concerns. W went out to notice
before that nodeling anal ysis was conducted. Obviously, we
started our nodeling analysis with six turbines, as you said.

When we got word that, in fact, they were only going to go
with two turbines, we then switched our reviewto go to sinply
eval uation of two turbines as that was the nbst accurate
eval uati on we then had about the scope of the project.

I think the further question you have asked is if they
changed their nmind and go back to nore turbines. | think the
way we presented tonight's hearing, it is a hearing for two
turbines. And | think at this point we would have to consider

it a significant change if they decide to go back to nore



turbi nes, that woul d be another construction permt
application; and we would have to go through the appropriate
perm tting procedure and, conceivably, could be nmeeting again

in this gymasiumto discuss that addition to the pernit.

MS. ZINGLE: So the pernmits you are going to issue, |
assume you are going to issue, is going to be for two
tur bi nes?

The application we consider that we now have before us is an

application for two GE turbines.

One was how do you plan to deliver your product from -- along
the grid, and where would that grid be presently |ocated?
Power gri d.

MR, MARTINSEN. Maybe | will just stand up and speak
loudly. There is a substation that is |located, a Commonweal th
Edi son substation, that is |located just north of the site that
is actually sort of inside the Abbott Laboratories facility.
Qur plan would be to tie the power connection from our
facility across Foss Avenue and onto that substation on wires
provided to us by Conmmmonweal th Edi son as they would with any

ot her provider of this type.

Then that would require a permt fromthe City to cross that
Foss Park?

MR. MARTI NSEN: | believe so. Yes.

There was a question about ice fog. Wlat is the npst negative
thing about ice fog in the wintertinme?

MR, MARTINSEN: Well, I'"mnot sure that |I'mqualified
to answer that question.
lce fog is really a feature we have built in the permt just

in case it happens. Ilce fog is sonething that's been



operate during winter nonths that, in fact, the water that's
injected can create a | evel of plune and snoke that can
interfere with visibility and be dangerous to traffic. |If by
any strange circunstances that woul d ever happen in this case,
even though we don't have Al askan-type winters we want to nmake
sure that the pernmt had the appropriate provision to all ow
themto stop the water injection which has been identified as
the thing that is the additional cause of that ice fog. So
basically this is just a safety neasure that's in there
because you have it in Alaska, and we want to neke sure you
get all the protections here fromice fog that people in

Al aska get.

the City of North Chicago has been studying this whole
concept, this peaker power plant, for three or four nonths now
I would guess. And we've talked to representatives from
Uni com as well as Commobnweal th Edi son. The City of North
Chi cago has taken absolutely no position on this until we find
out enough information for ourselves. W have not and will
not be influenced by either side of the issue until we in the
City of North Chicago are satisfied that this is the right or
the wong thing for us. Then we will conme out at that point
intime with our official position. So we do want everybody
in Lake County to know that we have watched this whole
situation fromafar, that we have had talks with the power
providers as well; and we are very, very diligent in making
our decision on which side that we stand on

We have different concerns probably than Libertyville
or wherever. The one thing that people are to understand
about the City of North Chicago, we are, unlike Libertyville,
we are an industrial sort of conmunity. So if we have deened
that this peaker plant has a place in North Chicago, we are
going to let themin with open arns. |If we deemthat it
doesn't, then we are going to fight it to the hilt. So I do
want to -- There are some things that, sone possible
advant ages; but we also realize and we are very concerned that

there nay be sone di sadvantages as well.



Chi cago has had with this project when it was presented to us,
it canme to us as a very grandi ose sort of project. Many of
you know that we are going to have a TIF district right in
that area where this project is. They have not asked for any
concessions as a result of it being a TIF district, but we
kind of look at it as naybe being a vehicle to drive it. Now
it does not have that financial appeal for us, but it may have
some ot her advantages. But we have not nmde any sort of
decision as to whether we will support or not support this
facility. 1 just wanted to go on record as saying that for

the City of North Chicago.

this particular hearing was orchestrated by whon? Wo put
this together?

MR. FROST: The Illinois Environnental Protection
Agency.

M5. HARRIS: Did you pronulgate this to the conmunity?

I"mjust |ooking at the attendance here.

MR, FROST: We put it in the Waukegan News Sun three
times. | can get the dates for you here in a second. And we
also sent it to City officials within a three-nmile radius of
the facility. And we also sent it out to people that ask us

to be notified of facilities of this type.

Wl there be another hearing? |Is this the only hearing that
you are going to initiate or is the concern --.

MR. FROST: The Illinois EPA generally schedul es just
one hearing on a particular subject. |If there are -- If you
have questions, you can submt themto us in witing. O if
you have specific things you want to get addressed up front
and then submt conmments, call me up, | will do ny very best
to answer all your questions. And then you can subnit things

in witing.



MR. FROST: Yes. Pretty nuch, yes.

And Unicomis the parent conpany of ConEd, is that not
correct?

MR. MARTI NSEN:  Uni com Corporation is the parent of
Conmonweal t h Edi son.  Uni com Power Hol dings is also an
affiliated conpany of Unicom Corporation. So ny comnpany,
Uni com Power Hol dings, is a sister conpany of Conmonweal th

Edi son.

I's Unicom going to be conducting other hearings or the
concerned utility that wants to cone in, the peaker that wants

to cone in?

I''mconcerned about the peaker unit that wants to cone into
the City. WII they in fact -- Do you know, will they, in
fact, be here having sone type of a hearing in the community?
That would be totally up to the conpany. | nean it as to --

I mean officially for this permit, this is the Illinois EPA s
hearing for this permt. \Whether the conpany wants to neet
with citizens on their own, that's sonething you would have to
address to them But officially fromthe Illinois
Environnmental Protection Agency standpoint, this is the
hearing that we officially hold to address questions about the

permts.

VWhat |'m concerned with is that whether or not there is an
attendance here that is | arge enough to address the concerns.
And then out of those who are represented here really how
knowl edgeabl e are we to ask the right questions. Now that,
you know, |I'mnot sure who is the expertise out here in the
audi ence. And |I'mnot sure, | mean who is the engineer, who
is the environmental expert that can address questions to you

that we can receive a |laynen's answer on and so that we are



You are going to cone in here, you are going to sit
here for a couple of hours. And you are going to wal k away
saying | guess everything is okay or that they agreed to it,
or we didn't hear any rebuttal. O |'mnot sure what's going
to happen. And at the sane tinme |I'mjust kind of concerned
about the attendance here, and |I'm al so concerned about
whet her or not the correct questions are going to be asked as
you being the overseer of protecting our community from
pol l utions and chem cals and 20 years down the road to birth
defects and whatever else. 1'm concerned about that.

Firstly, with respect to the attendance here, it's a pretty
col d night tonight and probably sonme people may not have nmde
it here. W certainly appreciate everybody who did cone here
tonight. And we try and publish these notices, as | say, in
the press, in the newspaper at |least three tinmes on three
consecutive weeks in a newspaper in the local circulation. W
also try and send letters to those people who we know are
directly interested in there, in the hearing matter. Al so,
to, as | say, state and local officials, state's attorney,
county board chairnen, all these people get copies of this
notice. The attorney general gets copies, the |egislators get
copies. So we do send those out. And to anybody else who is
interested or who sends in their interest to be inforned.

Now, if anybody wi shes to be put on the Agency mailing
list for future hearings, | will be glad to do that if you
give ne your nanme and your address. One of the things is
after tonight you can still make your coments. And if you
feel that after talking with your neighbors and friends you
want to send me in coments on this matter, we will be glad to
accept them There are conment forns out there on the
registration table, if you want to take one of those hone with
you or give themto your friends or wite in your conments,
that's fine. |If you have questions, you can put those
questions in there in the formof a -- on a comment form
But what | would say on that is, unfortunately, we will not be
able to answer them after this hearing; but we will answer

them on what we call the Responsiveness Summary, which



if you filled in one of these cards, you are going to get one
of these Responsiveness Sunmaries. And M. Frost will be
sendi ng these Responsiveness Summaries out to everybody who
filled out one of these registration cards and provi di ng we
can read your address. Sonetines that sonetinmes happens. But
we do try and we do try and, you know, get back to everybody.
And we really do try to respond to the community. [It's not
in our interest not to respond to the community. W are here.
We are here, as you say, to advise the public, informthe
public what's going on. And we try and | know t hese gentl enen
here in the air permt section review all these conments that

the public make very, very seriously before they nmeke their

deci si on.
My first question is | just wanted to know what is the reason
for this hearing tonight. What is the reason for this

nmeeting? Let ne just say the other part of this, the reason
that I'"masking, I"'mtrying to find out if, you know, if it's
any validity toit or if it's a waste of tine or just what.
Because |'m under the inpression regardless of what we say
this peaking plant is going to be put in North Chicago. Am|
right or aml wong?

you are definitely wong.

| was told that it doesn't matter what we as citizens have to
say when we cone out here because it's a done deal, that you
are going to put the plant in anyway. Now, you

are saying that's not true?

Okay. That's correct. As we said in our introductory
remarks, this project has to get approvals froma nunber of
different entities and governnental bodies. W at the
Illinois Environnmental Protection Agency deal with the
environnmental aspects of it. Qur question is whether the
proposed project would conply with applicable | aws and rul es
governing air pollution. So it's really addressing will this
facility be a threat because of its inpact on air quality.

That's only one aspect of this facility. W could issue a



in fact, based on our review today, that is what we have
found.

There may be issues with regard to the project that North
Chicago has to find. North Chicago nay determine that it's
unacceptable for their inpacts. And on that basis, they night

not give necessary approvals to the project.

So North Chicago do have that authority?

Now I'mnot fully aware of exactly what the nature of those
entities are, but their building permts, their approvals for
power line, there may be other aspects of this facility in
terms of a host agreenent whereby the City of North Chicago
can have influence over howthis facility would be built if it

ever becones built.

it's not, it's not a done deal as far as North Chicago is
concerned? Because | understand that you have been trying to
put these peaking plants in other communities and because you
don't have access to the property you are not able to put it
in. But the fact that North Chicago is a little bit different
because you have access to certain property here in North
Chicago, is that right or is that wong?
You have asked several questions about the nature of the
project. | don't think it's a done deal. There are a |ot of
things the project has to go through yet. Receiving the
permt fromthe | EPA for the construction permt, the air
construction pernmit, is one of those things. There are nany
other things that relate directly to the City of North Chicago
bui l ding permit. There are easenents required to get over
Foss Avenue with sone transm ssion lines. And we intend to be
in conpliance with all of the requirenents that the village
has, North Chicago here, and with the state requirenents and
other requirenents as they mght relate to this facility.

Wth respect to whether there is any involvenent by
Abbott Laboratory, there has been sone. The involvenent that
Abbott Laboratories has had has been to help us acquire the

property, the rights to the property of that Larsen |ocation



years, they told ne, Abbott was in negotiations with those
folks to acquire that piece of property. Wen we identified
this particular location as a good | ocation because it had, it
met a couple of primary requirenents, and that is that the
facility would be | ocated where there is a | arge gas pi pe,
because we wanted to burn nice, clean natural gas, and that it
be close to a transmission line that is capable of taking this
quantity of power and distributing it through the system

That occurs only in a few | ocations around the county and
around the whol e of Commonweal th Edi son service territory. So
we found this location. It was very inportant to us.

We al so deternmined that Abbott had sone control of the
land. And so we approached Abbott and said we would like to
acquire that piece of property for the purpose of building a
peaki ng plant. Now, frankly, Abbott supported us in that.
They have had sone problenms with the quality of the power they
have occasionally because they are way out here on the end of
that transmi ssion |line. And occasionally the power dips out
at the end of that transmission line and that can effect their
operation. So the fact that we would build a peaking plant
here helps them It hel ps everybody on the end of this
transmi ssion |ine because it helps to support the power that
is available in this area of the county. But that's the
extent of their involvenent. They have been very supportive
of the project because the project will help inprove the
quality and the reliability of the power they get. They had
control of the property, which is why we started talking to
them And they have -- W have not yet acquired the
property. But as soon as we receive sone of these key permts
fromthe IEPA and fromthe village, we do intend to acquire
the property so that we can build this facility.

Now, | think that answers pretty much all of your

questi ons.

it was on the news that the state is requesting that, you

know, comunities don't pass these pernmits to get these



research done. Now, this was on the news on the radio. Now,

if you are the state, you should know sonet hing about that.
Anybody el se hear that on the news?

I cannot speak to that news report. Certainly the Illinois

EPA has not gone out with any such request or policy on that

poi nt .

We can probably answer that. The Lake County board | ast week
as part of their legislative packet for the year 2000 asked
the state legislature to ask the EPA to delay action on any of
the pendi ng peaker plant applications until such time as we
can more fully develop siting regulations and other issues to
meke sure these things are handl ed nore appropriately. Water
does not seemto be an issue at this plant, but it certainly
is at the one in Zion. So it's not always just air quality

t hat shoul d be consi der ed.

So it appears that it was not the state that was taking this

action. It was Lake County asking sonething of its state
| egislators and al so making a request to the IIlinois EPA
Do you neet with the council, the fathers of the City; or do

you just conme out and talk to the people? Do you actually
meet with like the mayor and the alderman of the City and the
admini strators and this kind of thing?

We send notification to the mayors of the cities, of North
Chi cago and the cities surrounding. And in cases where they
request to neet with us, which there have been tines in the
past that they have requested that, then we will conme up and
meet with themjust as we would neet with any citizen if they
requested us to conme up and talk to them and explain to them
about a permt. And then we also hold, we open it up on
several occasions as we have here tonight for a public hearing
so that people can conme without necessarily calling us up and
asking us to conme up and neet with themindividually or to

talk with themindividually over the phone so that they can



| guess that's -- So | will nmention the Mayor of
North Chicago was here. He didn't request to neet with us
personal |y beforehand. But we have got phone calls fromthe
council from North Chicago requesting information during the

past 45 days since we put the notice in the newspaper.

Well, a neeting like this, say, for instance, |ike the Mayor
ran over here for a little bit, that's not really very
fruitful; is it?

Well, | assune that the Mayor has the information he needs,
ot herwi se he would be asking us for nore information

I mean if the Mayor of North Chicago needs nore information
fromus, all he has to do is request it. Just as if any of
you need nore information fromus, all you have to do is

request it.

Well, | just felt that it probably would be better if the
entire council and the mayor nmet with this group of people

her e.



